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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination under 37 CF.R §1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination ("RCE") under 37 CF.R. §1.114, including the fee 
set forth in 37 CF.R. § 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CF.R. §1.114, and the fee set forth in 
37 CF.R. § 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office Action has been 
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CF.R. §1.114. Applicants' submission filed on 20 December 2010 
has been entered. 

Ackno\tledgements 

2. This Office Action is in reply to Applicants' response filed on 20 December 2010 ("2010 
Dec Response"). 

3. Claims 11, 13-15, 19, 20, 32, 34, 36, 37, 41-49, 51, 53-59, and 61 are currently pending 
and have been examined. 

4. This Office Action is given Paper No. 201 10104. This Paper No. is for reference 
purposes only. 

Qaim Rejections - 35 USC §112, Second Paragraph 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C § 1 12: 

The spccificalion shall conchide with one or more claims pai'ticulai'ly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the appUcant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claims 11, 13-15, 19, 20, 32, 34, 36, 37, 41-49, 51, 53-59, and 61 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. 

Regarding Claims 11. 13-15. 19. 20. 32. 34, 36, 37, 41-49. 51. 53-59. and 61 

7. Claim 1 1 recites " sending the parameters to a central management computer, the central 
management computer being adapted for sending parameters associated with a first licensor. . . to 
a second computer. . ." (emphasis added). Moreover, claim 1 1 recites "after sending the 
parameters, receiving a restored authorization code at the first computer. . . ." 

8. Claim 1 1 is indefinite because it is unclear whether the "after sending the parameters" is 
referring to the "sending the parameters to a central management computer" or the "sending 
parameters ... to a second computer," or to both. 

9. Claims 43 and 53 recite similar limitations and are rejected for the reasoning set forth 
above. 

10. Claim 34 recites "storing on a first computer, to which is connected an original dongle 
containing original authorization codes associated with a plurality of different licensors license 
parameters stored on a first computer and associated with, but not containing, the original 
authorization codes assigned to the licensee for the dongle." Claim 34 is indefinite because it is 
unclear which of the "to which is connected an original dongle containing original authorization 
codes associated with a plurality of different licensors license parameters stored on a first 
computer and associated with, but not containing, the original authorization codes assigned to the 
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licensee for the dongle" is being stored via the "storing" step. The Examiner recommends, by 
way of example only, placing a comma between the "different licensors" and the "license 
parameters." This amendment would make it clear that the "license parameters" are being stored 
via the "storing" step. 

1 1 . Claim 1 1 is indefinite for similar reasons as set forth above with respect to claim 34. For 
claim 11, the Examiner recommends placing a first comma after "storing" and a second comma 
after "via an interface." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. PatentabiUty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

13. Claims 1 1, 14, 32, 34, 41, 43, 44, 46-48, 53, 54, and 56-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cronce et al. (U.S. 7,032,240 Bl) ("Cronce"), in view of 
Buchheit et al. (U.S. 2002/0031222 Al) ("Buchheit"). 

Regarding Claims 1 1 and 34 

14. Cronce discloses: 

storing on a first computer ("host system 110") to which a first dongle ("portable 
authorization device 140") is connected via an interface ("host system interface circuit 145") 
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parameters ("authorization log file" contains "reconstruction data") associated with a plurality of 
authorization codes stored on the first dongle ("reconstruction data" is associated with 
"authorization information stored on the portable authorization device 140" from multiple 
vendors), but not storing on the first computer the authorization codes ("authorization log file 
does not contain the items of authorization information themselves"), the plurality of 
authorization codes being associated with at least two different licensors (see at least c. 5, 11. 17- 
34; c. 6, U. 17-32, c. 7, 11. 35-50; and c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 

sending the parameters to an authorized party (an "authorized party" reads the parameters 
from the host computer) (c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 

after sending the parameters, receiving a restored authorization code (c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 
1. 24); and 

storing the restored authorization code in a second dongle (c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24). 

15. Cronce does not directly disclose: 

the authorized party as a central management computer; 

after sending the parameters, receiving a restored authorization code at the first computer 
in a format that can be interpreted only by the dongle and not by the first computer; and 

storing the restored authorization code in a second dongle connected to the first 
computer. 

16. Cronce teaches sending parameters to a central management computer ("networked 
indirect information authority 185," e.g., "computer server" (see at least c. 5, 11. 53-65, c. 7, 11. 
36-50, and c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24). 
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17. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to implement the "authorized party" as a networked central management 
computer, in a similar fashion as the central management computer taught by Cronce's 
"networked indirect information authority 185," in order for the authorized party (which is 
disclosed as reading the parameters from the host computer) to receive and/or read the 
parameters over a network (e.g., network 187 of fig. 1). 

18. To be clear, the Examiner has two positions: his primary position on how the claim is 
interpretated and his alternative position. The two positions are as follows: 

19. Primarily , the Examiner notes that when the "authorized party" is implemented as a 
networked central management computer (similar to the "networked indirect information 
authority 185," e.g., "computer server"), the "authorized party" meets the claimed element of a 
"central management computer being adapted for sending parameters associated with a first 
licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the first licensor 
and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other of the at 
least two licensors" (emphasis added) since, as a server on a network, the authorized party would 
possess the necessary hardware to be capable of performing the "sending parameters associated 
with a first licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the 
first licensor and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other 
of the at least two licensors." 

20. Alternatively , the Examiner also notes, pursuant to MPEP §2111 .04, the claim element 
"the central management computer being adapted for sending parameters associated with a first 
licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the first licensor 
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and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other of the at 
least two licensors" (emphasis added) does not limit the scope of claims 1 1 and 34. 

2 1 . Moreover, Buchheit teaches : 

after sending parameters associated with a first licensor, receiving an authorization code 
("Firm Item Creation Sequence" is received at licensee; sequence is composed of authorization 
keys for authorizing use of software) at a first computer ("licensee" is a computer) in a format 
that can be interpreted only by a dongle and not by the first computer ("Firm Item Creation 
Sequence" can only be decrypted by a private key stored in a dongle (i.e., the "protective device 
3" of at least ^ 0050) making the sequence only interpretable by the dongle, not the licensee 
computer) (see at least %f 0057-0061; and fig. 1 with associated text; see also abstract); and 

storing the authorization code in the dongle connected to the first computer (see at least % 

0050). 

22. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the method steps of Cronce to include the steps of Buchheit 
implemented in a first and second computer configuration, much like the host and information 
authority configuration of Cronce, in order to implement Cronce 's restoration of the 
authorization codes over a network by designing the host computer of Cronce to send its stored 
parameters to the authorized party over a network, as taught by Buchheit. Additionally, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to use 
the format of Buchheit with the authorization codes of Cronce in order to ensure "that no 
unauthorized person can decode the [authorization codes]." See Buchheit at % 0058. 
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Regarding Claims 14, 32, and 41 

23. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claims 1 1 and 34, as 
shown above, and further discloses the limitations of: 

Claim 14: The method according to Claim 11, further comprising: receiving the 
parameters at the second computer; evaluating the parameters; and deciding with the second 
computer whether or not to return to the first computer the restored authorization code (Cronce: 
C.22, 1. 55 -c. 23, 1.24); 

Claim 32: The method according to claim 11, wherein the authorization code is storable 
only on the access-protected data processing device (Cronce: c. 7, 11. 36-50); and 

Claim 41: The computer readable medium of claim 34, wherein sending with the first 
computer the read license parameters further comprises: establishing a remote data connection 
between the computer of the licensee and a computer of the licensor (Cronce: fig. 1 with 
associated text; see also Buchheit: fig. 1 with associated text). 

Regarding Claims 43 and 53 

24. Cronce discloses: 

reading parameters from a first dongle ("portable authorization device 140"), which is 
connected via an interface ("host system interface circuit 145") to a first computer used by a 
licensee ("host system 110") and stores a plurality of original authorization codes from different 
ones of a plurahty of hcensors ("authorization information" from multiple vendors), each of the 
parameters being associated with one of the plurality of authorization codes and one of the 
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plurality of licensors ("reconstruction data" associated with the multiple vendors) (see at least c. 
5, 11. 17-34; c. 7, 11. 35-50; and c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 

storing on the first computer the parameters read from a first dongle (see at least c. 22, 1. 
55 -c. 23, 1.24); 

upon the dongle becoming lost or defective, sending the parameters to an authorized 
party (an "authorized party" reads the parameters from the host computer) (c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 
24); 

after sending the license parameters, receiving a restored authorization code (see at least 
c. 22, 1. 55 -c. 23,1. 24); and 

storing the restored authorization code on a replacement dongle (see at least c. 22, 1. 55 - 
c. 23, 1. 24). 

25. Cronce does not directly disclose: 

the authorized party as a central management computer; 

receiving a restored authorization code from the first licensor at the first computer in a 
format that can be interpreted only by a replacement dongle and not by the first computer; and 
a replacement dongle connected to the first computer. 

26. Cronce teaches sending parameters to a central management computer ("networked 
indirect information authority 185," e.g., "computer server" (see at least c. 5, 11. 53-65, c. 7, 11. 
36-50, and c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24). 

27. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to implement the "authorized party" as a networked central management 
computer, in a similar fashion as the cenfral management computer taught by Cronce 's 
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"networked indirect information authority 185," in order for the authorized party (which is 
disclosed as reading the parameters from the host computer) to receive and/or read the 
parameters over a network (e.g., network 187 of fig. 1). 

28. Primarily, the Examiner notes that when the "authorized party" is implemented as a 

networked central management computer (similar to the "networked indirect information 
authority 185," e.g., "computer server"), the "authorized party" meets the claimed element of a 
"central management computer being adapted for sending parameters associated with a first 
licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the first licensor 
and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other of the at 
least two licensors" (emphasis added) since, as a server on a network, the authorized party would 
possess the necessary hardware to be capable of performing the "sending parameters associated 
with a first licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the 
first licensor and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other 
of the at least two licensors." 

29. Alternatively , the Examiner also notes, pursuant to MPEP §2111 .04, the claim element 
"the central management computer being adapted for sending parameters associated with a first 
licensor of the at least two licensors only to a second computer associated with the first licensor 
and not sending to the second computer parameters associated with any of the other of the at 
least two licensors" (emphasis added) does not limit the scope of claims 1 1 and 34. 

30. Moreover, Buchheit teaches: 

receiving an authorization code from a first licensor ("Firm Item Creation Sequence" is 
received at licensee; sequence is composed of authorization keys for authorizing use of software) 
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at a first computer ("licensee" is a computer) in a format that can be interpreted only by a dongle 
and that cannot be interpreted by a computer of the licensee ("Firm Item Creation Sequence" can 
only be decrypted by a private key stored in a dongle (i.e., the "protective device 3" of at least 
0050) making the sequence only interpretable by the dongle, not the licensee computer) (see at 
least 1^ 0057-0061; and fig. 1 with associated text; see also abstract); and 

storing the authorization code in the dongle connected to the computer of the licensee 
(see at least S[ 0050). 

31. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the method steps of Cronce to include the steps of Buchheit 
implemented in a first computer and second computer configuration, much like the host and 
information authority configuration of Cronce, in order to implement Cronce 's restoration of the 
authorization codes to the replacement dongle over a network via Cronce's host computer by 
designing the host computer of Cronce to send its stored parameters to the authorized party over 
a network, as taught by Buchheit. Additionally, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to use the format of Buchheit with the 
authorization codes of Cronce in order to ensure "that no unauthorized person can decode the 
[authorization codes]." See Buchheit at T| 0058. 



Regarding Claims 44. 46-48. 54. and 56-58 

32. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claims 43 and 53, as 
shown above, and further discloses the limitations of: 
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Claims 44 and 54: The method of claim 43, wherein the original authorization code is not 
stored in the file (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 

Claims 46 and 56: The method of claim 43, wherein the parameters are stored in an 
encrypted form (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 

Claims 47 and 57: The method of claim 43, wherein the parameters are associated with 
first dongle and the original authorization code stored by the first dongle (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 
23, 1. 24); 

Claims 48 and 58: The method of claim 43 further comprising: receiving at the second 
computer parameters from the central management computer (see rejection to claim 43 - 
combination of Cronce and Buchheit meet this limitation); evaluating the parameters (Cronce: c. 
22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); deciding with the second computer whether or not to restore an 
authorization code based on the evaluation of the parameters (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24); 
and generating the restored authorization code based on the parameters (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 
23, 1. 24) and returning to the first computer the restored authorization code if it is decided to 
restore an authorization code (see rejection to claim 43 - combination of Cronce and Buchheit 
meet this limitation), and otherwise not returning an authorization code; 

33. Claims 13,15, 36, 37, 45, 49, 55, and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cronce, in view of Buchheit, and in further view of Pitman et al. (U.S. 
2005/0132201 Al) ("Pitman"). 
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34. Regarding Claims 13, 36. 45, and 55 

35. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claims 1 1, 34, 43, 
and 53, as shown above, and further discloses: 

wherein the parameters are stored at least partially in encrypted form (Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 

- c. 23, 1. 24). 

36. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit does not directly disclose wherein the 
parameters are signed with time information for protection. 

37. Pitman teaches signing an electronic record with time information for protection (see at 
least fig. 7 with associated text). 

38. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the storing of the file in Cronce by signing the parameters with 
time information, as taught by Pitman, in order to verify that the parameters were signed by an 
entity with a valid certificate (see Pitman: fig. 10). 

Regarding Claims 15. 37. 49. and 59 

39. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claims 13, 34, 43, 
and 53, as shown above, and further discloses generating the restored authorization code 
(Cronce: c. 22, 1. 55 - c. 23, 1. 24). Buchheit further discloses parameters including time 
information (see at least f 0044). 

40. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit does not directly disclose communicating time 
information stored in the file from the first computer to the second computer; evaluating the time 
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information at the second computer; and generating the restored authorization code based on the 
time information. 

41 . Pitman teaches communicating time information stored in a file from a first computer to a 
second computer and evaluating the time information at the second computer to determine the 

validity of a signature (see at least fig. 10 with associated text). 

42. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the method of Cronce and Buchheit to include communicating 
and evaluating time information, as taught by Pitman, in order to confidently generate the 
restored authorization code knowing the file was created during a valid period and that the file 
has not been tampered with (see Pitman: fig. 10). 

43. Claims 19, 20, 42, 51, and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cronce, in view of Buchheit, and in further view of Ansell et al. (U.S. 6,792,1 13 Bl) 
("Ansell"). 

Regarding Claim 19 

44. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claim 1 1, as shown 
above, and further discloses the limitations of: 

Claim 19: The method according to Claim 18, further comprising: establishing a remote 
data connection between the first computer and the second computer for communicating the 
restored authorization code from the second computer to the first computer (see rejection to 
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claim 11). 

Regarding Claims 20. 42. 51. and 61 

45. The combination of Cronce and Buchheit discloses the limitations of claims 1 1, 34, 43, 
and 53, as shown above, and further discloses that the parameters are stored in a file ("log file"). 

46. However, the combination does not directly disclose reading an unmodifiable serial 
number of the dongle from the file; sending the serial number to a management computer; and 
storing the serial number in a block list at the management computer. 

47. Ansell teaches reading an unmodifiable serial number (see "hardware identifier 140") of 
a hardware device; sending the serial number to a management computer; and storing the serial 
number in a block hst at the management computer (see description of Authorization System 102 
of at least fig. 1). 

48. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to include the serial number of Ansell in the file of Cronce and to send the 
serial number to a management computer as taught by AnseU, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

49. Moreover, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the file of Cronce to include a serial number of the dongle of 
Cronce, as taught by Ansell, in order to bind the license identifiers to the specific dongle. Also, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made. 
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to use the management computer of Ansell in the system of Cronce to store the serial number in 
a file for later user in restoring the authorization information of Cronce because such a 
management computer provides a central location for managing issued devices. 

50. To support the rejections above (which use various combinations of Cronce, Buchheit, 
Pitman, and/or Ansell), in the event of an appeal to the USPTO's Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences, and in addition to the particular citations noted above, the Examiner hereby cites to 
Cronce, Buchheit, Pitman, and/or Ansell in their entirety (based appropriately on each statement 
of rejection). 

51. The Examiner also notes that MPEP §714.04 states "In the consideration of claims in an 
amended case where no attempt is made to point out the patentable novelty, the claims should 
not be allowed. See 37 CFR 1.111 and MPEP §714.02." The Examiner finds that: 1) this 
application is "an amended case" (see amendments presented in the 2010 Dec Response), and 2) 
Applicants have made no attempt to point out patentable novelty of the dependent claims. For at 
least these reasons alone, and pursuant to MPEP §714.04, none of the dependent claims have 
been allowed. 



Response to Arguments 

Prior Art 

52. Applicants argue "Nevertheless, it is submitted that this rejection is now moot in view of 
the amendments made above." See 2010 Dec Response at p. 12. This is not persuasive since the 
rejection has been maintained by the Examiner. 

53. Additionally, Applicants argue: 
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It is respectfully submitted that the amendments clearly distinguish the claimed 
subject matter from Cronce et al. and Buchheit et al. for the reasons that neither 
disclose or discuss use of a central management computer to which parameters 
associated with authorization codes from more than licensor are sent, which 
central management computer is adapted for forwarding those parameters 
associated with a first licensor to a first computer, and not to a computer 
associated with any of the other licensors. 

See 2010 Dec Response at p. 13. 

54. This is not persuasive. In the combination proposed above, the authorized party meets all 
elements of the claimed central management computer. Under the broadest reasonable 
interpretation, the authorized party of Cronce (when implemented as a server, as proposed in the 
rejection above) is stmcturally capable of performing the same recited functions that the claimed 
management server is "adapted for" performing. Therefore, Cronce's authorized party (as 
modified in the rejection above) meets the claimed central management computer. 



Comments on the "Statement of Substance of Interview wdth Examiner" 

55. Applicants state: 

No agreement was reached. However, the examiner indicated that he would 

favorably consider amendments such as those that are made above. He indicated 
that the prior art of record did not appear to teach the use of a central management 
computer in a manner such as that set forth in the claims. 

See 2010 Dec Response at p. 12. 

56. The Examiner agrees in-part wdth Applicants' summary of the interview. The Examiner 

agrees that he did indicate that the prior art of record appears to lack Applicants' disclosed 
process involving numerous steps that are performed bv a central management computer . 
However, the Examiner does not agree that the amended claims set forth the use of the central 
management server as discussed in the interview. 
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57. With respect to the prior art of record, the Examiner still believes that Applicants' 
disclosed process involving numerous steps that are perfomied by a central management 
computer appears to overcome the art of record. However, rather than amending the claims to 
recite the numerous steps performed by the central management computer (as discussed in the 
interview), Applicants' chose to amend the claims in a broader manner by only reciting a central 
management computer "adapted for. . ." performing various functions. Under the broadest 
reasonable interpretation, the authorized party of Cronce (when implemented as a server, as 
proposed in the rejection above) is structurally capable of performing the same recited functions 
that the claimed management server is "adapted for" performing. Therefore, Cronce's 
authorized party (as modified in the rejection above) meets the claimed central management 
computer. Again, the Examiner recommends amending the claims to positively recite the 
method steps performed by the central management computer . 



Conclusion 

58. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning 
this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Jacob C. 
Coppola whose telephone number is (571) 270-3922. The Examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, Andrew Fischer can be reached at (571) 272-6779. 

59. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at (866) 217-9197 (toll-free). 



/JACOB C. COPPOLA/ 
Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3621 
04 January 2011 



/ANDREW J. FISCHER/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3621 



